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into any statistical report, yet it may
extend for generations.

Dr. Roux spent 6 weeks abroad, trav-
eling to cities in Egypt, Greece,
Cyprus, Yugoslavia, Italy, and Turkey.
His warm reception in each country
shows that the splendor of music over-
comes political differences. Often trav-
eling into the provinces of these coun-
tries as a Musical Ambassador for the
United States, Roux gave many people
who have never seen this country per-
haps the most vivid impression they
will ever have of the United States.

The American Embassy in Yugoslav-
ia reported that after 3 days in the
country, Robert Roux’s “superb skill
as a pianist, his ability to achieve a
rapport with students, and his unas-
suming, affable personal style made
him an exceptional effective repre-
sentative of the United States and the
Artistic Ambassador Program.”

The Americn Embassy in Egypt
stated, 'Robert Roux was an outstand-
ing success both as a pianist of great
technical ability, expression, and sensi-
tivity and as a fine teacher. He is very
gracious and understanding but at the
same time thoroughly professional.”

In Greece, the Embassy noted that
Roux “made a strong and very positive
impression during his stay in Greece.”
Cyprus relayed that “his visit to
Cyprus was described by the Cypriot
Musical Community as a complete suc-
cess and they would welcome him back
any time in the future.” Italy reported
that “Roux, an absolutely splendid pi-
anist, was a grand success.” Finally,
the American Embassy in Turkey
stated that “his brilliant technique
and exquisite musicianship won over
his audiences, while his gentle, knowl-
edgeable teaching style -earned him
high praise from conservatory stu-
dents and teachers alike.”

I want to emphasize that Robert
Roux is an outstanding citizen of
Wichita as well as the United States.

His willingness to serve his country as

an Artistic Ambassador makes me
proud. I would like to express my grat-
itude to Dr. Robert Roux for personal-
ly bringing the people of the world
closer together through the magic of
music, and my thanks also go to the
-17.S. Information Agency for initiating
this unique and rewarding program.e

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
‘{leman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

{Mr. ANNUNZIO addressed the
House. His remarks will appear hereaf-
ter in the Extensions of Remarks.)

DEFEATING TERRORISM, THE
ART OF WAR, AND THE LES-
SONS OF HISTORY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, today
1 want to talk on defeating terrorism,

(
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the art of war, and the lessons of his-
tory.

1 choose this moment to talk about
this because there is a great deal of at-
tention being paid currently to terror-
ism and, unfortunately, we as & coun-
try tend to focus only on the immedi-
ate. We tend to focus on this week's
crisis, this week’s problem, this week’s
hostages; but, in fact, there are certain
basic rules of history, there are certain
basic rules of the art of war which
have to be examined if we are going to
successfully defeat terrorism.

1t is fascinating, for example, to go
back and look at a book entitled
“International Terrorism,” edited by
Benjamin Netanyahu, and the “Pro-
ceedings of the Jerusalem Conference
on International Terrorism”, pub-
lished by the Jonathan Institute, Jeru-
salem, 1981.

It is very sad to read day by day
what was a conference held from July
2 to July 5, 1979, on terrorism, be-
cause, as you read example after ex-
ample of the necessary steps to fight
terrorism, the things that should be
done, steps that were proposed by a
wide range of people from West Ger-
many, from Holland, from France,
Great Britain, Ireland, Italy, the
United States, Israel, and you then
look at recent news magazines, recent
reports, one thing you can conclude is
that we in the West, between each
crisis, between each headline, have
managed to avoid learning the funda-
mental lessons.
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I think it is important that the
Reagan administration, the news
media, and the elected Members of the
legislative branch take the current
energy and attention of the American
people, the moment in which people
are still thinking about the recent hos-
tage crisis, the period in which the
problem of terrorism is still close to
the top of our agenda, and apply that
energy to learning the basics, te fun-
damentally establishing new ap-
proaches and new systems for winning
the war against terrorism.

In fact, I would suggest that the
Reagan administration should not un-
dertake single step actions whether
diplomatic, economic or military. It is
not vital whether or not we close the
airport in Beirut. It is not vital wheth-
er we manage reprisals against the two
terrorists who were on the airplane
when the American sailor was killed.
It is not vital that any single thing
happen. What is vital is that we avoid
tactical activity which gives the weight
and illusion of doing something with-
out the long, difficult process of think-
ing through the dangers and difficul-
ties we face.

In other words, we Americans are
often so eager for a solution that we
reach out for any action which makes
us feel good without having thought
through the process. What is it going
to achieve? Where are we going to get?
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Clausewits warned of this tendency
over a century ago. In “On War,” the
greatest modern treatise in the art of
war, Clausewits warned that, and 1
quote:

No one starts a war or rather no one in his
sense ought to do so without first being
clear in his mind what he intends to achieve
by that war and how he intends to conduct
it. The former is its political purpose; the
latter is its operational objective. This is the
governing principle which will set its course,
prescribe the scale of means and effort
which is required, and make {its influence
felt throughout, down to the smailest oper-
ational detail.

In recent years, all too often the na-
tional security bureaucracy, the State
Department, the Defense Department
and the National Security Council
have undertaken short-term tactical
actions which were too large to be ele-
gant and effective, and too small to be
massive and effective. Both Desert I
and more recent activities in Lebanon;
the Embassy bombings, the Marine
barracks bombing and the retaliation
raid with two aircraft shot down and
an American pilot held as a prisoner of
war in Syria, should serve as & warning
that the bureaucracies have failed at
small operations for the last 11 years,
and are likely to fail in the current
crisis.

1t is vital that the President ask four
tough questions of the national securi-
ty bureaucracies:

First. What are the strategic goals
for which we are willing to risk the
lives of our sons?

Second. Assuming our opponents are
tough, dedicated and competent, what
steps can they take to counteract and
withstand our strategies? If phase I
fails, what are the costs to the United
States? What would a phase II require
to assure American goals are achieved
despite our opponents’ counterefforts?
American defeats in the Bay of Pigs,
Vietnam, and Lebanon in 1983 were all
in large part caused by failure to
answer these questions prior to com-
mitting forces.

Third. What institutional and legal
changes are necessary to enable the
United States to effectively wage war
on terrorism? Now is the time to
repeal the liberal welfare state prohi-
bitions on intelligence agencies, on
police training the Third World, et
cetera.

Fourth. How can the President and
his allies act systematically to develop
popular and political legislative under-
standing of and support for a long-
term strategy which can defeat terror-
ism? In a free society, the most impor-
tant and powerful Presidential reac-
tion to today's events is to use them to
educate the country to support tomor-
row’s actions.

It is possible to build a pattern of
firmness, preparedness, and toughness
strategically without taking immediate
tactical actions involving force. Eisen-
hower, on numerous occasions in the
1950's and Kennedy in the 1961 Berlin
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crisis, were successful in building a
show of force withou! using force.

In Sun Tzu's phrase, “The greatest
of all generals win bloodliess victories.”
Our first goal should be mobiliging
American power, educating the Ameri-
can people and passing decisive
changes in our nationai security laws,
Then, if we still have not achieved suc-
cess in the Lebanon hostage situation,
we will be & peak of political, military
and dipiomatic readiness to use over-
whelming force with overwhelming
public support to achieve a clearly
stated strategic goal.

Rescuing the current hostages with-
out developing public understanding
and support for a long-term strategy.
will lead to a short-term success and a
long-term failure. Recent terrorist ac-
tons in E! Salvador. Germany. and
Lebanon are merely the tip of an ice-
berg. It is vital we not accept a tactical
solution to a strategic problem. Devel-
oping and implementing & long-term
solution will be the key to defeating
terrorism. It is to Clauswitz being clear
in his mind what he intends to
achieve, and how he intends to achieve
it that we must first direct ourselves,

To understand our goals and our op-
ponents, we have to be very ciear on
how we think and the language we
use. Sun Tzu warned 2,500 years ago,
in the “Art of War,” “Know the
e¢nemy and you have won half the
battle; know yourself and the battle is
yours.” .

However, to know the enemy or
yourself we have

about thelanguage we use. George

spread by tradition and dmitation, even

among people who should and do know
better.

The point that Orwell is making is
that if you describe terrorists, for ex-
ample, as freedom fighters, you clutter
the ability to think through what is
happening. If you worry about the
whole process of language, you begin
to understand why the news media,
even when It is being sincere, is often
being destructive. If you aliow the ter-
rorists to propagandize, to insert in
Western thought their values. their
reason, their argument, you make it
difficult for us to understand how to
deal with terrorism.

1t is fascinating to look at the work
of a French i . Anne Kriegel,
professor of i at the Universi-
ty of Paris at Nontarre, she studied
the issue of publie opinion, intellectu-
als and terrorism in Western Europe,
and in this 1979 conference in Jerusa-
lem on dealing with terrorism. she said
that there were three reasons Europe-
an intellectuals find it very difficull to
deal with terrorism. and I think they
are fascinating in the context of why
We in America are having & hard timne.
She said;
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Its first source is the uncertainty about
the extent of what is meant b terrorym

She went on to say:

The second source of the perplexiiy is the
uncertainty regarding the degree of signifi-
cance and serfousness of the terrorist
acourge.

8he gaid:

The third source of perpic AY 15 the un-
certainty as to a remedy.

In each case, by not being able to
think clearly. European intellectuals,
in Kriegel's opinion, were able to
figure out a way of avoiding responsi-
bility. Let me quote, 1 think. her most
damning statement about Western in-
tellectuals.

It is in seeking remedies ihat the propen-
8ity of intellectuals to play tricks with reali-
ty is revealed. As uncerlsin &bout the
nature of limits of terrorism g they are
about its significance. in short. about beth
the diagnosis and the Prognosis, tlies are
naturally uncertain abou! the proper
remedy against terrorism.

Since they have not the shightest inten-
tion of taking real responsibility for evil,
they find it comfortable to devore them-
selves Lo observation and denunciation of
the possible exesses of any repression. This
is a shrewd position. becaus+ in the end for
these sort of people. ali repressen e exces
sive.

She goes on to say, and 1 quote:

All countermeasures must be accompanied
by a concerted intellectus! attack bearing
on the totality of the issues likely to supply
the terrorists with a semblance of Jegitima-
€y and rationality. But this concerted effort
should be conducted not with the terrorists,
but with the general public. To believe as
the French Government wrongly did for
some time, that the delay in the develop-
ment of Corsica could be the subject of ne-
gotiation not with the Corsicans elected by
universal suffrage, but with the clandestine
representatives of the separatist-terrorist
movement proved itselfl 10 be counterpro-
ductive,

Democracy is weakened when it is not re-
spected, and when men who refuse to
submit to the eleciorate, or when they do
submit receive a pitifu! handful of votes are
dealt with as interiecutors. When. as in Cor-
sica, electoral democracy is imperfect, &
should be improved rather than pushed
meforthehaxemufwhatis.inesumee.
anti-democratic.
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saying? She is saying.
terms of quoting Krie-

What is she
and 1 close in
gel:

1t is terrorism as a criminal act and not as
the expression of an opinion. which is the
object of social repression.

Kriegel's point is this: The Western
intelligentsia has found a very sophis-
ticated and subtle way of avoiding re-
sponsibility for dealing with danger.
In fact, the Western intelligentsia. be-
cause it is leftwing, apologizes for and
explains away much of modern terror-
ism. This was stated succinctly by two
Americans, Peter Collier and David
Horowitz, in the Washington Post and
reprinted recently in Reader's Digest
in an article entitied “Reflections
From Yesterday's Radicals.* They
saids

We have said goodbye to all that. to the
romani- v b corrupt Third Worldism. to
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the casual indulgence of Soviet totalitarian-
ism. to the hypocritical anti-Americanism,
which is the New Left's bequest to main-
stream politics.

It &8 £ in terms of what
they talk about in their description of
what they saw as the oid leftwing radi-
calism of the 1960's. They describe it
“as an era of bloodthirsty fantasies.”

1 was reminded of Collier's and
Horowitz' article when someone got up
hereontheﬂoortodayandsaidasa
major step toward defeating terrorim.
and they then described actions inside
the United States. I was fascinated be.
cause {t is clear to anybody who has a
reasonable view, I think, of the world
that most of the terrorism on this
planet Is not caused by Americans, is
not inside the United States. and is
not a function of American behavior.

In fact. I think in order to defeat
terrorism, we must start by defining it.
Terrorism is not guerrilla warfare ora
variation of freedom fighters. Few
things have made my more angry than
& recent effort in a debate I was in on
television by an apologist for the ter-
rorists who began by describing the
Afghan freedom fighters as terrorists.
Afghan freedom fighters tried to kill
Russian invaders. They are primarily
active against Russian military or the
pro-Russian Afghans who are now in
the Russian puppet army.

To describe Afghan freedom fighters
in the same sentence as a terrorist is a
deliberate effort to distort the &rgu-
ment and to smear the freedom fight-
ers who are anti-Soviet, while at the
same time protecling the pro-Soviet
terrorists.

Terrorism is the deliberate killing of
civilians in order to terrify. Terrorism
asserts the right of a minority to use
force randomly to kill people because
of the superior claim terrorists have
on history and morality. Terrorism is
tied 1o totalitarianism in that each
seeks to use force to change human
behavior.

There is a very real paraiie! between
Leninism, the use of force by the state
to force you to change your behavior,
and terrorism, the use of force by indi-
viduals or small groups to make you
change your behavior. On the one
hand, totalitarianism is the systematic
terrorism of the individual by the
state apparatus; on the other hand,
terrorism is the use of force by the few
to impose their will on the many.

It is vital that politicians, diplomats,
mdthencwsmediambepmciseand
clear about the specific nature of ter-
rorism. Terrorism is in many ways par-
allel to the Soviet KGB. It is the delib-
erate act by some to inflict pain on
others in order to have their way. Ter-
rorism is a political action by a deter-
mined minority seeking to psyvchologi-
cally brutalize the majority by phys.
ically brutalizing the innocent.

Terrorism in its modern form goes
back to Russians secret socicties in the
late 19th century. Terrorism can be
defeated. It has been suppressed in the
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past and can be again in the future. To
defeat terrorism, we must recognize
three realities:

First, modern terrorism is largely
.international and can be defeated only
on an international level.

Second, modern terrorism is largely
a political-militery activity and must
be defeated in & political-military con-
text.

Third, modern terrorism is waging
war against civilization and can be de-
feated only by accepting the reality of
that war.

Let me make this point very clear,
because it is at the heart of my mes-
sage.

Warfare occurs at four levels in their
hierarchy. The bottom level is tactical,
what happens every day. The level
above that is an operation or project,
how do you put together your tactics
to achieve something. The level above
that is a strategy, what are you trying
to accomplish with your operations or
projects, and the top level is a vision,
where are you trying to go with your
activities. )

It is very clear that the higher up
you are in that hierarchy the better
off you are. If you have two sides com-
peting and they are both equally good
tactically, the side which is operation-
ally superior will win. If you have two
sides which are competing and the side
which is operationally superior is stra-
tegically inferior, it will lose. At the ul-
timate 1evel, vision defeats strategy.

For example, in the American Revo-
lutionary War, George Washington
had a superior vision and a superior
strategy, but the British had a better
army. In the long run, the British
army’s better operations and tactics
lost to the Americans’ better vision
and strategy.

Interestingly, in Harry Summers’
classic work, “On Strategy: The Viet-
nam War In Context,” Summers
makes the point that it was the Ameri-
cans who had the operationally and
tactically superior army, but it was the
North Vietnamese who were better off
at the vision and strategy level. He
begins his book with a conversation in
Hanoi, April 15, 1975, in which Sum-
mers sald:

You know, you never defeated us on the
battlefield.

The North Vietnamese colonel pon-
dered this remark a moment.

“That may be so,” he replied, “but it
is also irrelevant.” ‘

Summers was in North Vietnam at
that point as part of a delegation and
it was that comment, the North Viet-
namese who said, “That may be so,
but it is also irrelevant,” which sent
Summers back to studying Clausewitz
and looking at the issue of strategy.
What he concluded was that if one
gide has a superior strategy for fight-
ing the war, the other side will lose
even if it wins all the battles.

Let me apply this to the issue of de-:

feating terrorism. Terrorism on a
global basis, as George Will has put it,
is was against the Americans. But it is
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more than that. Jt is war against the
democracies. It is fascinating to note
that terrorists almost never attack to-
talitarian states. There is very little
anti-Soviet terrorism, but there is &
great deal of anti-American, anti-Brit-
ish, anti-Italian, anti-French, anti-
German, anti-Israeli, and now anti-
Salvadoran terrorism. The reason is,
first of all, the terrorists hate democ-
racies. Terrorism is, by definition,
based on the right of individual fanat-
fcs or small groups of fanatics to
decide what they will do. These fanat-
ics, by definition, are contemptuous of
the concept. of democracy. They are
contemptuous of the concept that the
majority should have something to
say, and they regard our activities, our
efforts, as laughable. It is in their in-
terest to destroy America.

The one thing which holds together
the Irish Republican Army, the vari-
ous terrorist factions in Lebanon, the
terrorists in El Salvador, the terrorists
who work in the Palestine Liberation
Organization, is a common under-
standing that while they may disagree
on the future they want, they agree
on their enemy. Their enemy is the
West, their enemy is the United

‘States, their enemy is the concept of

democratic society.

We have to recognize that they are
linked together, that they are not Just
tactical events such as the seizing of
an airplane or operations such as the
2.week horror is the hostage crisis in
Lebanon. There is a bigger, broader
strategy, which is to deliberately use
force to terrify Western democracies,
to prompt their governments into one
of two habits: either impotence or the
destruction of repression.

This happened, for example, in Uru-
guay & number of years ago. Uruguay
was the best democracy in South
America, the cleanest government, the
freest society, the most open Ne€ws
media, and urban guerrillas called the
Tupemoros began a deliberate, vicious
campalgn of urban terrorism and de-
cided that they could destroy the de-
mocracy and in 8 years cause such de-
struction that in order to survive as a
country, the military were given over-
whelming power, the police were given
overwhelming power, and what had
been the best democracy in South
America, in effect, gave up its demo-
cratic rights to suppress the terrorists.

So the terrorist strategy is either to
scare us into being impotent, do noth-
ing, or to force us into overreaction
and repression. In either case, the ter-
rorists win.

01310

If we react only tactically, that is.
each time the terrorists do something.
we do something, I think we are in the
long run doomed to fail. Furthermore,
if our only reaction to their tactical
aggravation—they steal an airplane,
they seize hostages, and we then
launch an operation, one raid, one ac-
tivity, cutting off the Beirut-airport—
is doing one thing, I think we still fail.
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because if all we are doing is reacting
to their specific action. they retain the
initiative; we are on the defensive, we
are in a reactive position, and further-
more they have time to study us.

The world is big and complicated.
The American Secretary of State or
the American President is not going to
pay attention full-time to terrorists in
E} Salvador and terrorists in Lebanon.
So if they take a step in June and we
react in July, we forget what they are
doing because we are busy with 25
other problems. They have 6 months
to study us, and then next year their
next terrorist action is more sophisti-
cated. Look, for example, at how so-
phisticated this action was, with a
plane seized in Athens, carried to Al-
giers, flown to Beirut, carried to Al-
giers again, moving back and forth,
staying busy, with all sorts of interme-
diaries, and with the American press
and news media being manipulated
and the television networks being ma-
nipulated. It was & very sophisticated
terrorist operation.

We are now dealing with people who
are well trained, trained in South
Yemen. trained in Libya, trained in
Cuba. trained in the Soviet Union.
trained in little universities of terror-
ism or colleges of terrorism. In order
for us to respond effectively, we have
to establish a vision of how we are
going to act. We have to recognize cer-
tain basic principles which are going
to drive our actions, and we have to
recognize that our actions have to
occur on several levels. They have to
occur with intelligence agencies, with
diplomacy, with the military, with the
news media, with counteracting our
own leftwing thoughts, and with edu-
cating the American people, and only
by having all these layers of action are
we going to be in a position to win.

The first step has to be to describe
our vision of the world we want to live
in. I think that should be fairly clear.
We do not want to get revenge against
one terrorist group for one terrorist
action. We do not just want to slow
down terrorism in one region. It is
vital if the West is going to survive
that we invent a positive system of ac-
tivity which allows us to dominate and
suppress terrorism before it hurts the
innocent. In the long run we are going
to have to build a sophisticated
enough intelligence and police capabil-
ity that we are able to know what the
terrorists are going to try, stop them
before they do it, and that we are
going to be able to know where they
got their support from and how to
defeat that support.

Let me suggest that this leads us
first to the intelligence agencies. And
again I might suggest that it is fasci-
nating if you read the Conference on
International Terrorism from the Jon-
athan Institute, or if you read Charlie
Beckwith's study, “Delta Force,” on
his efforts to create the counterterror-
ist unit in the U.S. military. In both
books there is a consistent pattern of
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how the leftwing “ostriches” in Amer-
fca in the 1970's crippled the intelli-
gence agencies, with the fact that
when Iran disintegrated and began to
move into a fanatic phase, we simply
did not have the human intelligence
capability left to know what was going
on. In fact, we had to ask one man to
come out of retirement to help reinfil-
trate to understand what was happen-
ing in Iran.

Again and again international ex-
perts from across the planet in the
conference at Jerusalem decried the
cutting up of the American Central In-
telligence Agency by leftwing “os-
triches.” It is eerie in 1985 to go back
and study the 1979 conference on the
things that were done to weaken the
American intelligence agencies.

The first step of the Reagan admin-
istration should be to come to Con-
gress to ask for a dramatically
strengthened intelligence capability.
and, second, to go to our allies to pro-
pose the establishment of internation-
al efforts to systematically coordinate
an offensive against terrorism.

The second step should be to recog-
nize that terrorism is by definition
international. If all we were worried
about were local ethnic groups that
had a grievance or local ideological
“nuts” that had a grievance, we would
not be very worried. Those can be han-
dled by the normal police powers of
any average state. But when, for ex-
ample, shipments of up to 5 tons of
ammunition and weapons are sent
from one country to another to help
terrorists, when we discover that the
Soviet Union has terrorist training
caps in the Crimea that have 60 train-
ees at a time, when we learn that in
Libya there are five divisions of equip-
ment sitting there to be shipped
around the Third World for terrorists
to use, when we study the way in
which terrorists network and help
each other, when we look at the rela-
tionship between Syrian terrorists and
the Soviet Union, we have to recognize
that international terrorism is big
business and that international terror-
ists are systematically allied to defeat
the West and to cripple democracy
and destroy the United States as an in-
fluence in the world. -

In that setting I think we have to
distinguish between two kinds of
states: first, states which actively
direct terrorism—and that would in-
clude Libya, Iran, and apparently on
occasion Syria—and, second, states
which actively support terrorism.
These states would almost certainly
include Syria and would probably in-
clude the Soviet Union and would also
include South Yemen, where much of
the training is carried on. I want to
draw that distinction because we need
to adopt very different reactions to
the two sets of states. So on the one
hand we have states that are directly
leading terrorism, and on the other
hand we have states which are sup-
porting terrorism.

’
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Third, I think we have to recognize
geographic areas which do not exist
anymore as states, To talk about Leba-
non as though it were a country is to
deceive ourselves. It goes back to
George Orwell's point about the im-
portance of language. Lebanon does
not exist as-a country. Lebanon is a ge-
ographic area which has 17 different
ethnic and religious factions fighting
for control. When we pretend Lebanon
exists as a country, we set up expecta-
tions which guarantee that we are
going to be frustrated and have a diffi-
cult time dealing with Lebanon. In-
stead, what we ought to say is “Look.
if you have no government, we are not
going to pretend you do. If you are in-
capable of policing yourself and sup-
pressing terrorism, we are not going to
pretend you are.” The rules of sover-
eignty which apply to countries that
are organized do not apply to areas
that are essentially battlegrounds for
piracy.

So the first rule in the international
agencies ought to be that we have one
set of actions aimed at countries that
are directing terrorism, one set of ac-
tions directed at countries that are
supporting terrorism, and one set of
actions for areas that really are not
countries at the present time but are
only geographic terms for battle-
grounds between terrorist factions.

In that setting we have to look then
to diplomacy in the State Department.
Let me suggest that in order to combat
terrorism, we are going to have to
adopt new rules based on new lan-
guage with & new recognition of reali-
ty. The first of the new rules is that in
order to be effective against terrorism,
we are going to need to establish an al-
liance against terrorism. We carmot
expect the United Nations to be effec-
tive because by definition the United
Nations as a global institution includes
terrorist organizations. Libysa, for ex-
ample, is a member of the United Na-
tions. Yet Libya clearly and openly
says that it is committed to terrorism,
it is committed to war against the
West, and it feels perfectly reasonable
in attacking the Americans.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? i

Mr. GINGRICH. 1 am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I appreciate very much the gentle-
man’s well-thought-out statement.
However, on his views of the United
Nations, I would think that the United
Nations would be preeminently the
place where we would want to go and
stamp out terrorism. After all, i the
United Nations is not going to stamp
out terrorism, what can we depend on
the United Nations for?

The gentleman talks about geo-
graphic areas. I think he is absolutely
correct, and that is why we have to un-
derstand that terrorism knows no
boundaries, it knows no international
law. That is why the United Nations
has to be involved, and I would think
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we would work through the United
Nations and expel those nations thai

do not live according to the dictates of
the United Nations.

01320

For example, when our hostages
were taken into Lebanon., I do not
think the United States or the Presi-
dent of the United States should have
had the responsibility of getting the
hostages out or bringing them back
home. I think that should have been
within the prerogative of the United
Nations. precisely because it is the
world court of world opinion.

So 1 would think the United Nations
should have some obligation in this
area.

The gentleman talked before about
where we are going to assess blame in
our intelligence agencies.

Well, I remember distinctly when
the 39 hostages—the 40, pardon me—
when the plane was hijacked. a
Member of the other body, a very lib-
eral Member, was on national TV and
he condemned the CIA for not having
the information that we needed at this
time.

Also, during the Carter administra-
tion, Stansfield Turner, head of the
CIA, said that we do not need on-the-
ground informatfon, that because of
our satellites, et cetera, they will act
as a substitute and we do not have to
put people’s lives in jeopardy and in
danger by sending them into a country
that is not friendly to us.

So I think by emasculating the FBI.
which we did just a week and a half
before the hijacking took place and
the CIA and then turning around and
pointing fingers at the intelligence
agencies as though they were responsi-
ble I think is totally illogical.

I do not think that we can exonerate
pecple who vote one way in one direc-
tion and then turn around and point
fingers because the CIA or the FBI did
not have the capabilities to give ade-
quate information and proper infor-
mation to the President of the United
States. I think we cannot lose our his-
torical perspective. :

I apologize to the gentleman for
asking him to yield some time, but 1
would have to say that we have to look
at the importance of the United Na-
tions, especially when it comes to the
issue of terrorism, and that we cannot
point fingers at the FBI and the CIA.
when we in this Congress are responsi-
ble for .emasculating those intelli-
gence-gathering agencies.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
to me.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, if T may re-
spond to my good friend and say, first
of all, I agree there is something bi-
zarre about leftwing ostriches who
may well have participated in the as-
sault on the Central Intelligence
Agency in the late seventies. who now
turn around and discover in amaze-
ment that the very intelligence agen-
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cies that they helped cripple are in
fact now very, very necessary.

1 am fascinated again in the confer-
ence in Jerusalem on terrorism. Lord
Chalfont, who is a very distinguished
British and journalisit, and who is a
member of the Labor Government, not
a conservative, made the comment:
“Even the CIA, damaged and demoral-
fzed as it has been by an orchestrated
and systematic attempt to destroy it in
recent years.”

Now, this is in 1979. Every American
should think about this term, “dam-
aged and demoralized as it has been by
an orchestrated and systematic at-
tempt to destroy it in recent years.”

Part of the leftwing ostrich assault
on the intelligence agencies was pre-
cisely to cripple the human intelli-
gence and covert operations capabili-
ties which we now find against terror-
ism are invaluable.

Let me say to my friend from Wis-
consin that there are three parallel
diplomatic offensives that are neces-
sary. Yes, we should go to the United
Nations. In fact, this administration
should have demanded & Security
Council meeting. We should insist on
an aggressive effort to get the United
Nations to condemn terrorism, but we
should also recongive that the forces
that hate the West have a large
enough block in the United Nations
that they will cripple the United
Nations.

I think largely for the education of’

the Western public and the Westem
news media we should always be on
the offensive diplomatically at the
United Nations. You and I should rec-
ognize in advance that offensive is
going to fafl; that in fact the United
Nations has a large enough block of
proterrorists, prototalitarian, pro-
Soviet, anti-American, antidemocratic,
and anti-Western forces, that the
United Nations is helpless to provide a
real arenma for the development of a
global strategy to defeat terrorism.

Second, 1 wouid ke to suggest that
the United States should move active-
iy to develop an aRiance against ter-
rorism. We should seek those from our
NATO alties In Furope, from Canada,
from Japan, from any country which
s willing to pledge itself to actively
being involved in an effort to defeat
terrorism at a vision and strategic
level

In addition, we should undertake an
association to prevent terrorism,
which is passive. I want to distinguish
the two. There are many countries
around the world which would be will-
ing to say up fromt that they will, for
example, allow the United States to
apply to seize a terrorist who is hiding
in their country, that they will ensure
that that terrorist is sent to the
United States.

There are many countries that will
say legally they will not accept terror-
ism, holding hostages at an airport.
Those countries should be asked to
passively help defeat terrorism and
they should belong to an association
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The alliance against terrorism
should be an activist fore+, should say
very aggressively—and I will get
some of those activities in just a
moment—that we are going to stamp
out terrorism. We are going to take
those steps which are necessary to
make life very risky indeed for the ter-
rorists, and that includes ective retal-
tation and, indeed, preemptive strikes.

There is a big difference in the risk
that is involved and in the strength of
the country. A country which is poor
and weak and may well be frightened
of terrorism itself might join the asso-
ciation against terrorism and say that
they will do passive things to stop ter-
rorists, whereas a country that is con-
fident of its strength—West Germany,
Great Britain, and Italy—might want
0 join an alliance against terrorism
dedicated to very active steps to drive
terrorism out of existence.

1 would suggest that we should then
state explicitly. “'If you don’t belong to
the association and you are not pas-
sively against terrorism and you don't
belong to the alliance and you are not
actively against terrorism, you ure
then not part of what we would regard
as the sanctuary of Western values.”

We should say very clearly that if a
terrorist is on your territory and you
are not willing to allow us %0 file to ex-
tradite them snd you are not willing
to seize them, that we then reserve the
right to protect ourselves by going
after that terrorist.

This is a fundamental shift, T think,
in the American approach to interna-
tional jaw since World War II. We
have to recognise that international

tends that Lebanon is a real country,
when it is a battiefield, is a foolish ap-
proach to international law.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentieman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. 1 am pleased o
yiedd.

Mr. ROTK_Hr Speaker, if the gen-

tleman will yield for just a brief com-
ment, and that is this. In theory that
sounds great, but how does this work
in practice?

For example, we have in E} Salvador
now rebels who no lomger have the
support of the people. We know that.
The rebels themselves admit that; but
we have Members from our own body
who are going down there and sanc-
tioning what some of these rebels are
doing, or hdpim. giving them some
credibility.

80 if Membess of this body are going
to do it, how are we ever going to get
to the steps that the gentieman wants
to take?

1 am not denying that the gentle-
man's steps are not appropriate. I
think they are. { am just trying to ana-
ivze how we are going to get from here
to there.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, I would say
to my friend that the greatest of all
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burdens in a free society is to win the
war of public opinion. The roost i
portant message I would have for the
Reagan administration is tha! unti}
they have thought through the war
against terrorism, until they are pre.
pared to engage the ostriches in our

- body who systematically run arovund

here and 1 think try to deny the reab-
ty of a dangerous world. until they are
prepared to win the strugegle for the
minds of the American peopie. they
are not prepared for the struggle
against terrorism.

Once the American people come to
the conslusion that something has to
be done, we can do it.

I was frankly heartened in an unusu-
al way. I went back and studied the
war against the Barbary pirates at the
time we were a brand new country.
Thomas Jefferson. as Ambassador to
France, began dealing with the Barba-
ry pirates in 1785. Many Amecricans,
many Members of the Congress when
we became a ocountry in 1789, said.
“Oh, let’s appease them. There are
ways to appease them.”

In fact, it will hearten all of us, we
actually passed a biil to build four
ships for the Navy, with the provision
that if the Algiers pirates would nego-
tiate, we would not finish the ships. I
mean, those are shades of the debate
we have nowadays. It is exactly the
same pattern.

There is always an ostrich faction
that says, “You know, if only you are
nice enough to the terrorists, they
won't terroriee you.”

Ultimately, it took from 1785 to
1802, ultimately we educated our-
selves. We came to believe that we had
to take serious steps, and we took seri-
ous steps.

Now, 1 am suggesting that the State
Department steps are very fundamen-
tal. We have to establish new rules for
fnternational law as it relates to ter-
rorism. We have to establish a new al-
tiance against terrorism. We have to
establish a new association for the pre-
wvention of terrorism.

We then have to impose very, very
severe sanctions at three levels. First,
states direct terrorism, in my jude-
ment, have {0 become battlefields. We
have to say to Libya, “If you are going
to direct terrorists, we are not just
going to protect American hostages in
Beirut. We are going to come after
you.”

Second, States which support terror-
ism have to be at risk at least economi-
cally and diplomatically. We should se-
riously consider cutting off all idid of
any kind, including indirect «id
through the United Nations, to any,
country which refuses to extradite ter-
rorists.

Third, those countries that want to
be able to stand to one side, they do
not support terrorism and at the same
time they do not direct terrorism, have
to understand that they are closed out
of the loop. and frankly, our allies, the
French are one of the worst offenders.
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The French have a number of Italian
terrorists who they are unwilling to
exiradite Lo Italy and they are unwill-
ing at the present time to imprison.
That is a terrible precedent. )

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yleld
to the gentleman.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield for just 30 seconds, I
see what the gentleman is saying. 1
think the gentleman is right on target.

The point that the gentleman made
about the leftwing propaganda war,
which is the all important war, the
war for people's minds. I think is cor-
rect; but I think, my good friend from
Georgiu may agree or not agree, I
think the reason is that many times,
the left wins by default. For example,
when the CIA was attacked for not
having information that they were
supposed to have as far as Lebanon
was concerned and the Shiites and the
like, the media hauled out Stansfield
Turner. Now, he is one of the people
who helped emasculate the CIA, and
vet when the media went to the CIA,
there was no comment. There was
never a comment from the CIA.

0 1330

Do you not think that we should
have some sort of maybe an institu-
tional readjustment where we do have
political offices for the CIA, FBI, so
when charges are made against them
that they will and can respond if we
are in a court of public opinion?

Mr. GINGRICH. I think you have
made a suggestion which has a lot of
merit. )

The point I would like to make is
that the intelligence agencies, whether
it is the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion or the Central Intelligence
Agency, back before the leftwing os-
triches took control of the Democratic
Party and politicized American foreign
policy, there was a bipartisan spirit
which led to a tradition that said we
are not going to say anything, that the
intelligence agencies and the law en-
forcement agencies are above politics.

Now, in the modern era, that has
frankly not been true. Ever since the
rise of George McQGovern and the
emergence of the leftwing ostrich as
an ideological force in America, we
have seen a greater and greater will-
ingness to attack the Intelligence
agencies and. attack them both ways,
as the gentleman points out. First you
gut them because they are too strong,
and then you attack them because
they are too weak. There is a certain
amount of historical shortsightedness
and I guess it is part of why I wanted
to do this outline today, to say, look,
you have got to look at the long run.
There is something, as the gentleman
says, bizarre about calling on Stans-
field Turner, who is the man who
gutted human intelligence in the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency, to talk about
the Central Intelligence Agency. It is a
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little like going to your local bartender
to discuss the problems of alcoholism.

The fact is these people were the
problem. It is the ostriches who crip-
pled the Agency which we now have to
rebuild.

But I would carry it a stage further.
I think the intelligence agencies ought
to have every Thursday morning a
briefing on Capitol Hill for every
Member of Congress, of everything
which is not classified which has been
gathered around the planet, on the
Soviet war against the West, on the
terrorism so that every Thursday
morning the executive branch would
brief every Member of Congress who
wanted to come about everything we
have learned in the preceding week
about terrorism everywhere on the
planet and about the Soviet war
against the West. And I think frankly
the same day, maybe at noon or 1
o'clock they should brief all of the
news media so that we begin to build a
historic memory, a historic under-
standing of what is going on.

But for this to happen, frankly, the
State Department is going to have to
understand that we have got to tell
the truth to the American people. We
have to tell the American people the
truth about Soviet involvement in sub-
sidizing and supporting terrorism. We
have to tell the American people the
truth about the weakness of the
United Nations, not that we need to
get out of it, but that we need to be
honest about what has happened to
the United Nations, that it is now
frankly, a baettlefield. It §s not a sanc-
tuary for law. It is an arena in which
forces like Libya and forces like Syria
and the terrorists have as much influ-
ence or almost as much influence as
the Americans.

Finally, at the diplomatic, military
level, let me suggest that we should
specifically make an example of Libya
and Cuba, Cuba and the Western
Hemisphere in Africa, Libya virtually
across the planet. They have been the
two primary agencies terror-
ism, and I think that rather than
simply deal with the persons at the
tactical end of the battlefield, that one
or two terrorists out there with a gre-
nade or rifle, if it began to be obvious
to Libya d&nd Cuba that there were
great costs involved in supporting and
directing terrorism, you would see a
dramatic fall-off.

There are a number of military ac-
tions that are possible, but let me sug-
gest one as an example of how far we
are going to have to think this thing
through. We know and monitor terror-
ist training camps around the world.
We know there are at least two terror-
ist training camps, for example, in
Libya.

Our current position is look, if you
think you want to be a terrorist, and
you go to your local terrorist recruit-
ing office, which is very often the Pal-
estine Liberation Organization local
terrorist public affairs office, and they
are all over the planet, many of the

H 5249
western democracies have PLO offices
which are, in effeet, recruiting

grounds for terrorists. You drop in and
you say, gosh, I would like to become a
terrorist. You would not use quite that
language, but you would say you
would like to become an activist, and
they then send you off to a training
camp. You go literally, the Libyans,
according to one report, literally rent
their camp out for so much money.
You bring your gang, you show up and
they give you 30 days of training, plus
food, and they also provide ammuni-
tion and weapons, and you get to take
the weapons when you leave as a grad-
uation present. It is a fairly expensive
training program, but then all you do
is kidnap a major businessman, hijack
an airline, rob a couple of banks and
you rafse the money.

If you think that is an exaggeration.
note, for example, that the Commu-
nist dictator in Nicaragua, Ortega, was
in jail in the 1870’s for being a bank
robber. He was & terrorist, or as part
of his training as a good Communist,
he was learning how to rob banks to fi-
nance the revolution.

In that setting, what is the Western
position? Do we stop you by closing up
the local PLO office? Oh, no, they are
allowed to be open. )

Do we stop you when you get your
passport and your tickets, and you get
on-an airplane to fly to Libya or Cuba,
or the South Yemen to get training?
No, we will let you go.

Do we stop when we know that there
are 70 of you sitting around in a camp
being trained to be terrorists? No.

Do we stop the guy who trains you?
No.

When do we finally stop you?

Well, we may or may not stop you
after . you have committed terrorist
acts, after you have had the hostages,
after you have humiliated us and
showed up on television around the
planet. Then we may or may not get
you. .

‘Let me suggest this is incredibly
stupid, that only a society that is will-
ing to go to the ultimate extreme
allows its enemies to publicly say they
are your enemies, to publicly say they
want to destroy you, to publicly re-
cruit people who want to kill you, to
train those people, arm them, organize
them and then only after they try to
kill you to react.

One of the steps we would suggest
just as an example for us to think
about is that at some point in the near
future if we are going to be serious
about winning the war against terror-
ism, an international force, preferably
out of the Alliance Against Terrorism,
or some such organization, should
occupy two or three terrorist training
camps, because the minute we do that,
the minute Libya, or Cuba, or the
South Yemen begin to realize that if
you have a terrorist training camp in
your territory you are potentially
going to be exposed to great danger,
you are going to see a dramatic change
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in their willingness to openly train ter- somebody and hold them long enough. was very, very effective, was revealed

rorists. The minute that having terror-
ists in your territory becomes grounds
for reprisal, for example, if we know
that Libya has a number of organized
terrorist groups occupying hotels in
Libya right now, we can legally, legiti-
mately. through the State Depart-
ment ask for their extradition. 1f they
refuse to extradite, we have every
legal right to impose an air and sea
blockade on Libya until they give up
the terrorists. That begins to make it
expensive.

Now we should not do this random-
1ly. We should think through, and re-
member again the clause, the injunc-
tion that I began with, that we should
think through every step of making
Libya an example of how we in the
West have decided we are not going to
tolerate a war against democracy. We
should take every step necessary to
either eliminate Qadhafi's regime or
make them behave respectably. :

But for you to pretend that Qadhafi,
while he supports terrorists, while his
agents firing from an embassy kills &
British policewoman, and Qadhafi's
reaction is to threaten to hold every
Britain in Libya hostage, not to apolo-
gize, not to turn over the killer, not to
promise that he will clean up his gov-
ernment, but in fact to turn and do
the opposite and may, sure, we kilied
your policewoman, so what. If you
bother us, we are going to hold every
person from Britain in our country
hostage, and then the British did
nothing, and nothing will happen
until we recognize that we are engaged
in a war.

But that also means, by the way,
that the news media has an obligation.
If we are going to retain freedom of
the press, we have $0 retain a free soci-
ety. One step the President should
take is invite the great magnates of
the media $o lunch, the owners of the
major newpapers and news magazines,
and leaders of the smajor television
networks. At the luncheon, he should
ask them to establish a professional
rmeview board to undertake these four
§

First, to review the recent crisis and
look at how we were manipulated, how
the press and the media were manipu-
lated by the terrorists.

Second.toloakatthelessonsof free
countries such as Germany in dealing
with hostage crises.

Third, to Jook at establishing a new
set of professional rules for covering
future crises.

This does not have to involve censor-
ship. It could Involve, for example,
something as simple as every televi-
sion network having belfore and after
every_hostage news program a serious
discussion and explanation of the psy-
chological problems of being & hos-
tage. If the average American had
been told In advance fhat there is a
clear syndrome by which a hostage
identifies with the captor, that we lit-
erally know with the Patty Hearst
case and others that once you see

they identify with the proplr wha are
terrorizing them.

Once you see that you wili under-
stand and you can sympathize with
whatever the hostages are saving. If it
has been explained carefully, for ex-
ample, “You are now sboul Lo see a
press conference set up by terrorists in
which people who were being terror-
ized will talk, knowing that the terror-
ists couid shoot them if they say the
wrong thing; please watch everything
with that information in mind.”

At that moment jyou will have
stripped the terrorists of =all their
propaganda advantage. Simple profes-
sional rules of the game can dramati-
cally improve the sophistication of the
news media in dealing with the hos-
tage crisis.

Finally the news media themselves
should recommend legal changes to
the Congress. There are tiiree areas
where we need to consider seriously
changing the law and these proposals
should come from thc proiessional
news media rather than from politi-
cians.

‘First, what should happen if the
news media endanger innocent people,
the hostages? Let us say that a news-
man learns something but knows that
if he goes on the air the hostage will
be killed; should the hostage's family
have the right to sue that organization
for the deliberate killing of their Joved
one? Should the news media be liable
because they literally caused the
death of that innocent individual?

Second, what about our troops? It is
fairly clear that in the age of televi-
sion it is literally possible that a news-
man will Jearn that, for example, a
Delta team is moving in to attempt to
steal a Russian airplane. What 4f
somebody decides they are going to
break the story and five of our soldiers
are killed as a conseqguence? Should
their families have legal liability
against the news organization? Should
they then be able to say “My hus-
band” or My father died because you
broke secrecy”’? Should rules of secre-
cy apply?

Woulki anyone really argue that in
1944 the news media bad the moral
and legal right to break the Normandy
invasion story before Dwight Eisen-
hower said it was OK? Would it really
have been appropriate? Is that kind of
censorship only appropriate in time of
war? In which case, should the news
media recommend to us, for exampie,
that Congress should pass a declara-
tion of war against terrorism so that
those ground rules would be under-

way?

Finally, what if they endanger se-
crets?

It is fairly clear, for example, that in

the nevws media coverage of the
German sctions in Somalia in the
1970's that a very powerful device
which confused and upset the terror-
ists was revealed by the news media,
that in fact, a secret device which had
been invented by the Germans which

to every future terrorist; that in fact if
you are a terrorist you do not nced Lo
have an intelligence agency, you just
need to buy the news magazines. You
do not have to invest in an awful lot of
spies; you just have to subscribe to the
daily newspapers. You @0 not have to
have a large, elaborate network set up
to report back what is going on: you
just turn on your TV set.

To what extent should we be looking
systematically, with the advice and
guidance of the professional nexs
media, at rearranging the rules of the
game 0 that specifically &s it relates
to terrorists and to hostage situations
we establish far more sophisticated
rules of engagement?

Finally, let me suggest that as the
executive branch looks at all this it
has to recognize that the structurces es-
tablished wunder Presidents Truman
and Eisenhower are now inadequate.
The great bureaucracies of national
security are simply not functioning
very well. We are going to have o
rethink how we exist in a very, very
dangerous world.

I would Hke to suggest. in closing,
that the Western democracies are not
going to survive for another 50 years if
we allow at the mmrgin the Soviet
Union to systematically plot our de-
struction and we allow at the margin
every group ia the worid that hates
democracy to get away with every
cheap shot that they ean think up. If
it continues (0 be acceptable -{o kill
four American marines in KEi Salvador

.and nothing is done, if it is acceptable

to kil an American sailor in the
Middle East and nothing is done, if
Americans, Britains, French, Italians,
Germans, Israelies, anybody who lives
in a free society is a hostage to terror-
ists, that terrorism is accountable to
no one, then nothing will be done.

In closing let me say in particular to
our friends in the news media, you
pessibly ssore than -anyone have a
vested interest In amderstanding what
has happened. For you must recognize
that in fact, withput a free society
there would be no free news media,
that the first people killed in a totali-
tarian state are the very intellectuals
and reporters who thought it was ex-
citing that leftwing tyrannies were
being established.

We will only survive as a free people
if we educate ourselves, if we Jook seri-
ously and candidly at the dangers of
terrorism and if we establish a division
of strategy level, a general structure
within which 0 wage war on terror-
ism.

For this administration or this Con-
gress or this Nation te rush off to two
or three activities, to close the airport
at Beirut, to go out and kill one or tuwo
terrorists, {0 seek out one or two acts
of reprisal might be satisfying in the
short run; in the long run they will
not defeat terrorism.

In the long run what we need is a
international strategy for the defense
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of democracy, the destruction of ter-
rorism. an  international alliance
against terrorism and a willingness to
seriously commit ourselves to a 5-, 10-,
or 15-year war if that is necessary to
ensure that in the end it is the free
people, the democracies who survive,
and it is the terrorists who shall have
perished.
I thank the Speaker.

DEMOCRATIC RADIO ADDRESS
OF THE HONORABLE MARY
ROSE OAKAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order pf the House, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. ALEXAN-
DER] is recognized for 10 minutes.
® Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker,
our colleague, MARY ROSE OAKAR of
Ohio, used the Democratic radio ad-
dress last Saturday to present a clear
and honest account of the budget
issues facing Congress and raised the
issue of fairness in the President’s tax
reform proposals.

It was an excellent statement which
I introduce into the Recorp for the
convenience of my colleagues:
DEMOCRATIC RADIO ADDRESS OF CONGRESS-

WOMAK MARY ROSE OAKAR, JuLy 6, 1985

(Following is the prepared text of Con-
gresswoman Oakar’s remarks in response to
President Reagan’s radio address:)

Hello. This is Congresswoman Mary Rose
Oakar. I represent Cleveland, Ohio, and am
Secretary of the Democratic Caucus of the
U.S. House of Representatives.

Mr. President, on this 4th of July week-
end, all Americans join with you in being
grateful for the hostages’ safe return and
pledge to.work with you to prevent & recur-
rence.,

We celebrate the 209th birthday of our
country this holiday weekend. On July 4th,
1776, the members of the Continental Con-
gress approved the Declaration of Independ-
ence

An. eloguent document that embodied the
aspirations of our forefathers for tax justice
and political freedom heralded our begin-

ning.

. What makes the 4th of July such & special
holiday is that these ideals have proved so
enduring. They are as relevant today as
they were two centuries ago as our Nation
undertakes the historic effort of framing a
new federal income tax system that is fair
to all.

It is only fitting that we talk this weekend
about you and your taxes.

We Democrats stand readr to cooperate
with the President in fashioning a tax bill
that meets the true test of fairness: a tax
bill that gives real relief to middie-class fam-
ilies who have homes and children who
aspire to a higher education.

How we treat the middle-class families of
the Parmas, Petersburgs, Peorias, and Port-
lands of America will be the real measure of
our success.

The President’s tax package is not fair to
the middle-class. It's as simple as that. It's
our job as Democrats and Americans to
make it fair.

When you cut through the speeches and
the hoopla, you see clearly that the Presi-
dent’s plan shifts the tax burden once again
onto the middle-class.

Middle-income families who have worked
to achieve success would be stuck with an
even higher tax tab.

Let me give you some examples:
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Middle-class families where the husband
and wife work would be hit hard by the loss
of the two-carner tax deduction, commoniy
known as the marriage penalty. The Presi-
dent’s bill would eliminate it.

This deduction was put In the tax law to
offset the higher tax married people pay on
their combined income. The two-earner de-
duction is a matter of fairness.

Its repeal would mean that two-income
families would end up paying much more in
taxes than under the current law.

Two-wage earner families would also be
hurt by the loss of the credit for child-care
expenses. Many families today pay a great
deal each month to the babysitter or day
care center 8o that mother and father can
work. They need the extra income to save
for their vacation, their children's educa-
tion, or just to make ends meet.

The President’s plan would convert the
existing credit for child care into a tax de-
duction. This would reduce the taxes of af-
fluent families—those who least need an-
other break—much more than the taxes of
low and middle-income families.

In addition, middle-class taxpayers would
be hurt by the loss of the deduction for
state and local taxes. This deduction, which
the President would eliminate, has been
part of our country's basic tax law since
1913.

It ensures that you are not taxed twice on
your hard-earned income.

As President Reagan said two years ago,
repeal of the state and local tax deduction
would mean “you’'d pay tax on a tax.” He
was right then. Let’s hold him to his word
noOw. .

To the millions of you who are homeown-
ers, it would mean that you would not be
able to deduct your local property tax.

Those of you who want to buy your first
home may find it out of reach because you
had planned on taking the state and local
tax deduction to make your monthly pay-
ments affordable.

These changes that the President wants
would put the squeeze on the middie-class
taxpayer and family. He wants to eliminste
those tax provisions that lower your taxes. -

Finally, the President’s tax plan would
add to the deficit in the future. We all know
that the record deficits run up by this Ad-
ministration have a devastating impact on
the middle-class, <~

The colonists threw the tea into Boslon
Harbor in 1773 to make the point that taxes
should be fair and just. We fought for our
independence to protest taxation without
representation.

Today, the message must be the same. I
want you to know that the Democrats hear
you.

Let us, your elected representatives, know
whether you want & tax bill that is in the
spirit of the American Revolution—a bill
that gives real relief to the middle-class and
requires all Americans to pay their fair
share.

Mr. President, we Democrats stand ready
to work with you on tax reform. But we
want it to be falr to America’s majority—the
middle-class.@

TERRORISM AND THIRD WORLD
FREEDOM FIGHTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [{Mr. Lun-
GREN], will be recognized for 60 min-
utes.

(Mr. LUNGREN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker. T took
a special order for the purpose of dis-
cussing & recent article by former
President Richard Nixon caiied “The
Case for Supporting Third World
Freedom Fighters.”

But before I do that I wculd like to
make some comments on the previous
special order of the gentleman from
Georgia dealing with terrorism. )

One of the things that it seems to
me fis absolutely clear and one thing
that he made reference to is the fact
that terrorism is in fact a state of War,
under different terms and under dif-
ferent words, and unless we recognize
that it is a8 state of war. those who
engage in terrorism will take advan-
tage of democracies of this world and
they will continue to do so. much to
our disadvantage

We who believe in a rule of law, be-
cause we do not recognize the nature
of terrorism, find ourselves con-
strained by an international law that
the terrorists do not recognize.

In most countries, all those democra-
cies of the world who do believe in the
rule of law, recognize exceptions to
that law during times of warfare.
There is conduct that is allowed
during times of warfare, when warfare
is recognized, that are not allowed in
other times, no countenanced by those
governments. And until we begin to
recognize the essential difference of
terrorism from random violence with-
out an intention and from organized,
state-conducted and state-recognized
warfare, we will be at a disadvantage
to the terrorists of the world. )

One of the things that the gentle-
man from Georgia did not refer to spe-
cifically is one the restraints that has
been placed on the CIA. There is a re-
straint that has been involved in sever-
al administration which does not allow
the CIA to involve itself in something
known as assassination. That grows
out of the previous practice, well, the
alleged rampant practice of assassina-
tion engaged in by the CIA when it
was called a rogue elephant and when
it was brought to heel by congression-
al committees.

I am not one who wants us to re-
turns to those days of alleged actions
but it does seem to me to be a concern
of us that terrorists use the difficulty
that we in determining who is involved
in a particular terrorist attack against
us. In other words, the very uncer-
taintly, the very ambiguity that ter-
rorists have, that they involve them-
selves in, is a protection against the or-
ganized countries of the world retaliat-
ing against them. It just seems that
perhaps some uncertainly practiced by
ourselves would be to our advantage.
That is, if we attempt to determine
who it was who killed the American
Navy man who was abroad the TWA
flight and killed him only for one
reason, that is he was an American
servicemean. if we can determine their
identity and if we can determine their
locarion and if the governments of the
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